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Bilingual education has a long, well studied history. Content education delivered
in a learner's second language shows clear benefits in the development of both
the first and second languages as well as improvements in content learning and
cognitive development. If, however, a bilingual education program is not well
implemented, these benefits are riot realized. In the Japanese context Content and
Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) seems to be an appropriate methodology
to use in order to achieve the potential benefits of bilingual education. With
care given to staffing and administrative issues, the development of appropriate
pedagogical competencies and the academic culture of the institution, a CLIL'
program has the potential to deliver positive outcomes in language and content
learning for institutions in Japan and their students'
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The world that we are preparing today's students to enter, as well as the
experiences and mind-sets of current university students, are dramatically different
from past generations. Today, technology and immediate access to or application of
knowledge has changed how students think, study and learn. Due to the advancements
In technology and widespread access to it, this generation of-students, and even more
so, the upcoming generation of students are accustomed to learning as they use, and
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simultaneously using as they learn (Colye, Hood & Marsh, 2010). The ability-to
integrate and apply knowledge, skills and cognitive abilities for innovative problem
solving is essential for success in today's society. To that end, curriculum innovation
and classroom methodologies need to be consistently evaluated and systematically
updated. One result of such evaluation and subsequent innovation is the recent boom in
the integration of content and language learning, mainly seen in Europe but appearing
more and more around the globe, The Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports,
Science and Technology (MEXT) hasJoined this initiative by calling for universities
to provide educational opportunities of content areas though the use of English and
providing financial support for programs that make recognizable efforts in this area as
demonstrated by the awarding of Distinctive Good Practice Grant to institutions like
Soka University that integrate, "university-level economics education with English
instruction" (Soka University Homepage, 2010) .
This paper aims to give context to the rapid adoption of English-medium
content courses in Japanese higher education by positioning this trend in the areas of
bilingual education throughout history, theories of second language acquisition (SLA),
and current, worldwide practices and research in the field of Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL) (Coyle, Hood & Marsh, 2010). While the development
of educational programs and courses conducted in English at Japanese universities are
mostly an innovative, and in some cases seemingly radical, addition to the traditional
curriculum of these institutions, in the wider context, education through the medium
of a language different (L2) from the students' native tongue (Ll) is both a well
established practice and a thoroughly researched area. This research and history will
be explored and -combined with recent innovations in the field of language education,
to provide a landscape and suggestions for implementing L2 medium programs in local
Japanese universities.
History offers a variety of examples where content education was and is
delivered in a language other than the students' native tongue. The Akkadians
used Sumerian to teach and learn such SUI?. Iects as theology, botany and zoology
(Mehisto, Marsh & Frigols, 2009). Latin was used in European universities to teach
law, medicine, theology, science and philosophy (ibid. ). Families in the Roman
2. Historical Context
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Empire, living in the Greek~speaking educational communities, choose to have their
children educated in Greek to' be sure that the children would have access to social
and professional inclusion in the local society (Coyle, Hood & Marsh, 2010)
The immersion programs begun in the 1960s for English-speaking children living
in French-speaking Quebec are a rich source of research findings. In a number of
countries, languages that are not native to the local residents are implemented as
languages of instruction in order to create "a language of national unity. " One such
example is Portuguese being used in Mozambique where the learners come from a
variety of differentfirst language backgrounds (ibid). These are just a few examples
from the countless available of bilingual/immersion education programs from the past
and present
Currently, content courses arthe tertiary level around the world are increasingly
being taught in languages differentthan learners' native languages (L2). Understanda-
bly, English, being the world's lingua franca, seems to be the most commonly used
language in L2 medium education programs. Crondall and Kaufman (2002) present
examples of English language learning and content being integrated in Thailand,
Argentina, Venezuela, Israel and Japan.
In Japan, MEXT (2009) has made English-medium instruction a priority
it is very important for Japanese universities to conduct riot a few
lessons in English or to develop courses where students can obtain
academic degrees by taking only lessons conducted in English.
(p. 15)
Universities that have been recognized by MEXT as one of its Global 30
universities have degree programs offered through English. This initiative is expanding
rapidly to universities who are not part of the Global 30. While the Global 30 tend
to be aiming to create programs attractive and appropriate for foreign students, other
Japanese universities are designing L2 medium programs aimed at students native
to Japan. Reasons for such efforts at these universities include a desire to appeal to
motivated learners in light of the declining numbers of students entering universities,
in order to create an identity as an internationally focused university, and to provide
students with the skills and knowledge that are now needed for successful Job-hunting
and participation in the global society. According to a report released by MEXT in
2004, 46% of 687 universities polled were already offering L2-medium content courses
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saying,
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up from 38% in 2003 (MEXT, 2004).
It is clear that the process of teaching content through a language different from
that of the learners' first language is a well-established practice and expanding quickly,
even in Japan. However, where in the past this opportunity was often either limited to
the elite members of society or was a forced process on a conquered people, it is now
becoming available for the average, mainstream student in a variety of educational
settings in many countries. This relativt;Iy new phenomenon is being catapulted
forward by the ever-increasing integration of all aspects of our global society.
.
3. Common Assumptions about Bilingual Education and
Research from the Field
Even though the examples are far from few, the concept of learning content
through a non-native language is often counterintuitive for educators who themselves
have learned a foreign language in a traditional educational setting where all SUI?. Iects
were clearly delineated within the curriculum.
A few common assumptions about such educational practices are that
development of a learner's . will suffer due to the amount of mental capacity
dedicated to the processing and learning of the L2, that the L2 itself will not be
properly learned if large amounts of effort are not dedicated to teaching form, that
the content to be learned must be simplified and only superficially studied, or that
the cognitive engagement with the material must be less challenging due to linguistic
limitations.
Research into bilingual education (i. e. content education conducted in
the students' L2) over the past 40 years provides well-documented evidence that
responds to these instinctive concerns. The potential impacts on student development
and performance are well known. Possible impacts fallinto three broad categories:
language acquisition, content learning and cognitive development.
~
3-1 Bilingual Education and Language Acquisition
(, ) Impacts on L2 Development
Starting with French immersion programs in Canada, researched heavily
from the 1970's, and continuing through duallanguage programs in America in the
1980's, Australian immersion in Asian languages in the 1990's and current content and
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language integrated programs in Europe and elsewhere, the language learning results
of bilingual education have been very well studied and the results are remarkably
consistent. Bilingual education leads to improvements in L2 proficiency dramatically
better than traditional language instruction (Baker, 2001; Varkuti, 2010) . Specifically
students' receptive skills (listening and reading) improve a great deal and in some
cases reach native like norms. Productive skills (speaking and writing) also improve
dramatically but tend to lag and are riot seen to reach native like norms (Johnson &
Swain, 1994; Arery, 2009). It should be noted that formal accuracy in grammar and
pronunciation do not improve as much as fluency does in bilingual education programs
(HammerIy, 1988) so students may benefit from parallel direct language instruction.
However, there are also claims that as students become more proficient in the L2,
"more language is learnt when the focus on direct language teaching is reduced and the
content teaching is increased" (Mehisto, Marsh & Frigols, 2009, p. 32).
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(2) Impacts on L, Development
Bilingual education has also been studied in terms of how it affects first
language development. For early bilingual education (i. e. in elementary school)
in complete immersion settings the students' formal first language skills, reading,
writing, spelling, grammar, etc. , develop more slowly than monolingual peers but catch
up within three to four years (Genesse, 1983). This lag is not seen in either partial.
immersion settings or in bilingual programs that start later, in the students' teen years'
Bilingual education has been shown to have positive influences on the develop-
merit of students' first language (Swain & Lapkin, 1991). The underlying language'
proficiency can transfer from one language to another so skills and attitudes developed
in L2 medium classes transfer to and support work done in Ll. In addition, students
in bilingual education programs have been shown to have greater overall sensitivity to
communication than those in monolingual Ll content classes (Baker, 2001; Varkuti,
2010). This can lead to more effective use of rhetorical patterns and improved ability
to effective Iy communicate. Mehisto, Marsh and Frigols (2009) claim that through
the recent Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) programs,
students develop meta-linguistic awareness. This means they are
better able to compare languages and be more precise in their word
choice and in passing on the content of their message. They learn
to check whether their'message was accurately received by the
,
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listener. They also learn to draw out meaning from context. They
become more skilled at using languages in general. (p. 20)
While the message here is encouraging and helps to explain why bilingual
students often out. perform their monolingual peers on standardized tests in the Ll, we
should recognize that these improvements in language sensitivity have generally been
observed in students in early bilingual education and it is unclear to what extent these
findings are significant for university age learners.
3-2 Bilingual Education and Content Learning
In repeated studies, students in bilingual education programs have been shown
to perform as well or better on tests of content mastery as monolingual students
(Swain, 1988; Park, 2007; Mehisto, Marsh, & Frigols, 2009). In programs starting in
the students' teen years, there is an initial lag where students' content uptake is slow,
especially in science or math courses, but they quickly catch up to and often surpass
students in monolingual programs (Johnson & Swain, 1994). While gains in content
learning are seen more clearly in early immersion programs, Johnson and Swain
(1994) suggest that by developing different aims and pedagogical methodologies for
late immersion, the proficiency gap between the cognitive level the content material
requires and the language proficiencies of the students can be lessened
This increased learning proficiency of content material is most often attributed
to the natural motivation inherent in voluntary participation in L2 medium classes
Students find that they are more intrinsically motivated to engage with the SUI!, Iect
material when it is presented in their L2 (Coyle, Hood & Marsh, 2010). Furthermore,
the meaningful cognitive engagement with the material required by the teaching
methodologies used in effective bilingual education possibly aid in content uptake.
Recent studies have shown that students are more cognitiveIy engaged during lessons
that integrate content and language learning than in typical Ll medium classes (Bently,
2010).
3-3 Bilingual Education and Cognitive Development
In reviews of research into multilingualism and bilingual' education, Cuminins
(2000a) and Marsh (2009) link L2 medium classes to a variety of positive cognitive
outcomes. Students in L2 medium classes show deeper and more developed critical
thinking and wider overall flexibility of thought. They have improved cognition and
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tend to show more developed higher order thinking skills. They also have wider
perspectives and show more creativity in tasks involving analysis and problem solving.
These benefits are most clearly shown in early bilingual education where the students
develop a balance between Ll and L2, but have also been seen in programs starting
arthe late teens, where both the students' Ll and L2 are well developed (Cuminins
2000a), Furthermore, recent studies show that even limited exposure to a second
language can cause changes in the brain that relate to the functions of retaining,
organizing, and synthesizing information (Marsh, 2009) .
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3-4 Possible Drawbacks of Bilingual Education
It should be noted that the above positive impacts of bilingual education
are drawn from studies of well-designed and implemented programs. Programs
implemented haphazardly have the risk of not only failing to provide the benefits
mentioned above, but of also actually being somewhat detrimental to students'
development. Poorly designed bilingual programs in early childhood have-been
shown to weaken the development of both the students' L2 and Ll (Baker, 2001).
In fact, L2 content education has often been forced on communities in an attempt to
weaken a heritage language of a minority group (Cuminins, 2000b). For later onset
programs, courses taught by language proficient, but otherwise unprepared teachers, do
not damage Ll development but can result in superficial learning of content, reduced
motivation and the development of negative attitudes towards both the content specialty
and the L2 (Swain, 1988). Thorough preparation and deliberate implementation of
L2 medium programs can help to ensure avoidance of these possible drawbacks.
4. The Newest Option: Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)
t
,
Bilingual education has taken many forms and has had many names: jinmersi-
on, partial immersion, dual immersion, bilingual instruction, multilingual instructi-
on, content-based instruction (CBl), and others' The most recent style of bilingual
education is called Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL). This term was
first officially used in 1994 in Europe to describe and expand upon good practices wh-
ere content learning takes place through an additional language (Coyle, Hood Marsh
2010. )
While CLIL shares numerous similarities with other types of language
,
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teaching methodologies, such as task-based instruction (TBl) and coinmunicative
language teaching approaches, it is a separate methodology in its own right. Since the
millennium, CLIL has gradually been gaining ground as an educational methodology
that simultaneously aims to ensure successful language education in the L2 and Ll,
while at the same time providing effective content learning opportunities. Coyle,
Hood and Marsh (2010) describe CLIL as "a dual-focused educational'approach in
which an additional language is used for the learning and teaching of both content und
language" (p. I). Meyer (2010) makes the point that since CLIL's positive impacts
on language learning are so clearly documented, and content learning has been shown
to be as successful, and in some cases more successful, than students learning SUI^Iects
in an Ll, "CLIL may be considered as an approach that is mutually beneficial for both
content and language subjects" (p. 12) .
4-1 Positive Aspects of CLIL Regarding Implementation at
Japanese Universities
Considering local implementation, there are a few specific facets of CLIL that
make it especially appealing for bilingual educational initiatives at universities in Japan
that serve mainly average students from local high schools. First of all, CLIL ranges
from soft CLIL models to hard CLIL models that differ in degree of intensity of time
and content. Secondly, there are multiple options for ways to utilize both language-
teaching faculty and content specialist'faculty. Finally, CLIL aims to promote learning
of the L2 while simultaneously supporting the development of students' Ll (Bently,
2010, Mehisto, Marsh, and Frigols, 2008). This final point makes CLIL especially
appealing for faculty in Japanese universities that are concerned about the recent
decline in high school graduates' ability to read and write in Japanese.
,
(, ) Options of Scale: From Softto Hard CLIL
The first aspect of CLIL that makes it especially adaptable to any institution,
is that it can range from SUI^Iect-led, partial immersion style classes that can make
up to 50% of the curriculum (Hard CLIL), to language-led classes that constitute
a very small portion of the curriculum (Soft CLIL) (Bantly, 2010). This allows
for institutions to gradually phase in the CLIL program while testing out how the
participants, students and faculty, are responding to it. This flexibility also allows for
faculty to gradually acquire the competencies and skills necessary for teaching CLIL
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during a Soft CLIL stage of curriculum innovation that can later be applied when the
Hard CLIL classes might eventually be desired by the students or faculty.
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( 2) Flexibility of Faculty for Teaching CLIL
CLIL classes can be taught by either a language-teaching specialist, a content
specialist faculty member or through collaboration of the two (Mehisto, Marsh &
Frigols, 2008), If the CLIL courses are clearly positioned within the language learning
components of a curriculum or if the course is a Soft CLIL type, then it is most likely
that a language-teaching specialist will feel more comfortable handling the class. On
the other hand, if a CLIL class is mostly content-led then someone with specialist
knowledge of the area is possibly more suited for the position. However, the most
beneficial way to approach the courses could be to have two teachers functioning with
one set of students' Sometimes a language-teaching specialist may give guidance to the
content teacher concerning techniques for making the material more understandable
forthe students or by suggesting pedagogical methodologies that increase higher order
thinking skills and cognitive processing. At the same time, the content specialist would
be able to provide guidance on what materials should be covered, where this material
is most likely accessed, and what' kind of competencies students need to acquire to
succeed in that area of study.
This collaboration could be placed in a curriculum between the Soft CLIL
courses and the Hard CLIL courses so that as students move from language-led
components of the program to the content-led components of the program the faculty
giving instruction at both ends of the continuum have a clear sense of what kind of
educational experiences the students have had in the early stages and will have in the
later stages,
,
,
(3) Development of L,
CLIL aims to foster the linguistic abilities of its learners by ensuring~that both
the Ll and the L2 are developed. There is a real place for the 'Ll at the center of the
learning process. In other forms of immersion programs, the use of the Ll was often
seen as derrimental and possibly viewed as a failure on the part of the teacher (Johnson
& Swain, 1994) or the students' CLIL aims to respect and improve competencies in
the Ll
In situations when the L2 is used to only a partial extentto teach content within
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a mostly Ll program, there is likely to be a large amount of translanguaging. Coyle,
Hood and Marsh (2010) describe translanguaging as, "a systematic shift from one
language to another for specific reasons" (p. 16). This is referring to a planned use
of the Ll or L2 for different activities in the learning process. Students may read
homework in the L2, do an assignment on the reading in the Ll, and hear a lecture
on the same topic in the L2. They may ask questions for clarification or problem
solving in the Ll and the teacher may respond using the L2. In a subsequent lesson,
the pattern may be consciously reversed with a reading assigned in the Ll and a group
presentation or prqject assigned in the L2. If this translanguaging is used strategically,
and not to Just repair communication breakdown while using the L2, it could help to
overcome the concern that is often raised as to whether students learning content in an
L2 can master the specialty key terms of the field in their first language (Coyle, Hood,
& Marsh, 2010).
Flexibility in regards to degree of intensity, teaching faculty, and language
use make the CLIL approach an attractive option for universities .in Japan that have
students and faculty with varying interests and abilities.
4-2 Challenges in Implementing CLIL
There are a few areas that should be considered carefully before implementing
a CLIL program. These include limitations of faculty skills and competencies, a
workload increase for those faculty members involved, administrative positioning in
relation to CLIL, and academic culture arthe institution.
(I ) Faculty Limitations
While, as' mentioned above, it is possible that either 'language-teaching faculty
or content specialist faculty teach CLIL classes, both sets of teachers are faced with the
responsibility of upgrading their knowledge and skills set. Meyer (2010) states that,
"practitioners may fail to reach the inherent potential of the CLIL approach unless
they embrace the specific CLIL mind-set and are provided with the methodological
competences needed to bring this innovative approach to life and to ensure quality
teaching and learning" (p. 11) .
If language-teaching faculty are to be responsible for content learning in
their lessons, then it follows that they will need to spend significant amounts of
time becoming familiar with the content and norms of the field to be studied by the
f
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learners. Likewise, should the CLIL lessons be taught by content specialist faculty
there would be a need to familiarize the participating faculty members with appropriate
competencies necessary for teaching L2 learners. Having proficiency of the L2 is only
the first step in preparation for CLIL teaching. All faculty involved should be trained
in the basic concepts and goals of L2 medium education, including (Grandall &
Kaufman, 2002)',
understanding differences in students' educational experiences
and expectations or learning styles, providing multiple media and
modes to promote active engagement of learners, chunking content
or providing sufficient scaffolding to promote understanding of
complex concepts, simplifying texts and explicitly teaching the
language to promote both linguistic and conceptual learning,
and encouraging cooperative and other interactive approaches
which enable students to participate in constructing their own
understanding of the content. (p. 4)
Training for this purpose might best be provided by outside specialists. As
Arkoudis (2006) points out as she discusses the "rough ground" that is inevitably
experienced when language teachers are given an advisory role to content teachers'
Content"teaching faculty are unlikely to respond well to instruction from internal
language teaching faculty due to political positioning within the curriculum (Reid,
1992). Another possible solution to this issue of how to share skills and knowledge
between language teaching and content teaching faculty, could be to encourage the
cooperation of content faculty and language teaching faculty in developing and
implementing the CLIL courses.
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(2) Increased Workload for Faculty
While the professional development and collaboration mentioned above
can often result in dynamic lessons and bring about, "considerable personal and
professional rewards" (Mehisto, Marsh & Frigols, 2009, p. 22), it also requires an
investment of time that not many faculty members are be prepared to make (Crondall
and Kaufman, 2002)
Furthermore, beyond the faculty members having content knowledge and
teaching competencies, effective CLIL courses will require significant amounts of
time for course design and materials preparation. Especially at the university level,
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authentic texts and textbooks designed for native speaker audiences will need to be
adapted so as to maintain all facets and depths of content and remain cognitive Iy
challenging, while at the same time be linguistically simple enough for students
learning in an L2 to comprehend. This type of course and materials preparation is
demanding.
(3) School Administrators and the Necessary Support
Considering the time and energy that faculty members designing such courses
will be required to make, to ensure sustainability of the CLIL program, school
administrators need to be aware of these demands and make appropriate adjustments to
accommodate schedules and workloads (Stewart, Sagliano, and Saglian0, 2002). If
such arrangements are not made, it is possible that the CLIL classes will not receive the
necessary attention to ensure that effective teaching and successful learning take place.
In this situation, the institution runs the risks of encountering the possible drawbacks of
poorly implemented bilingual programs mentioned above. The content may be learned
superficially, the development of the L2 might stagnate, or negative attitudes could
arise towards the content and language of instruction.
(4) Academic Culture
Any bilingual education program is likely to meet resistance When first
introduced, Mehist0 (2008) discusses the feelings of "di^. juncture" that faculty
members feel when a CLIL program is introduced, As mentioned above, L2 medium
instruction is more demanding cognitive Iy and organizationalIy and requires a different
set of competencies. The gap between teachers' existing knowledge base and skill
set and the demands of the new curriculum can be perceived as a threat to their
professional position. Options for reducing feelings of di^. juncture range from simple
solutions such as clear communication about the scope and goals of the program
to more in depth and long-term investments in training and faculty development.
Mehisto stresses the importance of collaborative professional communities in smooth
integration of CLIL programs.
This need for collaboration may be somewhat problematic in the Japanese
academic context, which has a traditional resistance to interdisciplinary collaboration
(Takagi 2002) and tends to focus on faculty development through personal reflection
rather than collaboration (Okano & Tsuchiya, 1999). In addition, Japan can be seen
,
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to have an academic culture with a strbng tradition of what Freeman (1994) calls
frontloading, in which a teacher's pedagogical skills are developed early in one's career
and not seen to need updating thereafter.
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The use of an L2 for instruction of content SUI?. Iects is not a new phenomenon
and the results and impacts it has on students' learning of language and content has
been clearly documented in research. There is a shift occurring, due to the changing
demands of global society, to an era where bilingual education is an option available
for, and viewed as appropriate for, average students in even monolingual societies
As this trend expands, universities in Japan are starting to provide such learning
opportunities for their students' This paper has suggested that the approach Content
and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) that is rapidly gaining attention around the
world, may be an appropriate match for introduction of L2 medium content courses in
Japanese universities. CLIL's flexibility addresses the institutions' need to consider the
changing demands of global society, the needs and abilities of their students, and the
interests and competencies of faculty members.
If an institution decides to embark on the proces's of initiating L2-medium
courses that strive to integrate language learning with content instruction, it is
necessary to have realistic goals based on the research from the field of bilingual
education and the specific limitations of competencies, time of those faculty members
involved.
Institutions should make efforts to clarify their goals and reasons for such
innovation, and the discussion should be open to all faculty members. Coyle, Hood &
Marsh (2010) emphasize the benefits of this open discussion through a quote from
Papert & Capeton (1999) that states,
Vision allows us to look beyond the problems that beset us
today, giving direction to our passage into the future. Even more
important, vision energizes that passage by inspiring and guiding
us into action. (p. 29)
As well as having a clear vision, the literature suggests that to lessen the
potential frustrations of both students and faculty, and to avoid premature abandonment
of efforts to integrate content and language learning, universities should consider the
5. Conclusion
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following:
Start small with only those faculty members that are dedicated to the process of
establishing a successful Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)
program.
Designate the courses in the program as electives for students
Develop ways to have content specialist faculty and language-teaching faculty
collaborate.
Invite outside specialists in CLIL to provide workshops forthe faculty-members
involved.
Institution a 11y and adm in istratively recognize that faculty .involved in this
process will be dedicating considerable amounts of time to the development and
implementation of these courses.
If the Job of educators is to prepare students so that they have the necessary
skills, knowledge and competencies to thrive in society, then it follows that faculty
would strive to innovate teaching methodologies to match students' needs and design
the curriculum around goals that match today's world. Content and Language Integrated
Learning (CLIL) is one practical way that could be considered as a component in
approaching this challenging process
\
.
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